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Art Unit: 2875 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

Claim 19 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 19 is 
inconsistent with what is shown in the drawings. The bases of the adjacent pyramidal 
bases are not turned 180 degrees relative to one another in all instances (i.e. 
horizontally, both figures, and vertically Fig 1). Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or In public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 19-21, 24, 31, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Mimura et al. US 2002/0051292. 

As for claim 19, Mimura discloses optically refractive pyramidal elements 
(paragraph 0009), each having a triangular base (Fig 7), such that the bases of adjacent 
elements are turned 180 degrees relative to each other (as indicated below), the 
pyramidal elements have respective apex angles configured to provide a desired optical 
refraction (paragraph 0009, Fig 7). 
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As for claim 20, Mimura shows that the bases are divided into adjacent rows (Fig 
7, vertically, from left to right), with the bases of the elements of adjacent rows being 
turned through 180 degrees relative to each other. 

As for claim 21 , Mimura shows that the pyramidal elements have identical 
dimensions (Fig 7). 

As for claim 24, Mimura discloses that the pyramidal elements have a height 
configured to provide a desired optical refractive pattern (Fig 7). 

As for claim 31 , Mimura shows that the respective apex angles of elements are 
configured to provide a desired light distribution (Fig 7). 

As for claim 32, Mimura discloses that the optically refractive foil Is used for 
imparting a desired refraction pattern to visible light (paragraph 0003). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 22 and 25-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mimura et al. US 2002/0051292 

As for claims 22, 25, 26, and 27, Mimura discloses the device as discussed 
above, but fails to specifically teach or disclose that a dimension of sides of the bases of 
the pyramidal elements ranges from 1-200 micrometers, that the apex angle of the 
device is between 30-80 degrees, that the apex angle is around 60 degrees, and fails to 
teach or disclose that the height of the pyramidal elements lies around 7.5 micrometers. 
It would have been obvious to make the triangular pyramids within the ranges, since it 
has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, 
discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only ordinary skill in the art. In re 
Aller, 105 USPQ 233. 

As for claim 28, Mimura discloses a light source (paragraph 0007) irradiating the 
foil. As for the distance between the foil and the light source being variable, it would 
have been obvious to move the sheet closer/further from the light source as desired 
since it has been held that rearranging parts of a prior art structure involves only routine 
skill in the art. In re Japikse, 181 F.2d 1019, 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950). 

As for claim 29, Mimura discloses that the bases of the pyramidal elements may 
be directed towards the light source (paragraph 0007, Fig 7). 

As for claim 30, Mimura shows that the respective heights of the pyramidal 
elements are configured to provide a desired light distribution (Fig 7). 
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Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mimura 
in view of Stamm US PAT 371 2706. 

As for claim 23, Mimura discloses the device as discussed above, but fails to 
teach or disclose that the triangular base is equilateral. Stamm teaches the use of 
equilateral triangles in a similar device (Fig 1). It would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art to use equilateral triangular prisms, as disclosed by Stamm in the 
device of Mimura to provide greater angular divergence by diffraction of a retroreflected 
beam (col 3, In 5-15). One would have been motivated to make this combination to 
provide an improved retroreflector that would be amenable to manufacture by mass 
production techniques (col 1, In 40+). 

Claims 33 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mimura in view of Lin et al. 2002/0149853. 

As for claims 33 and 35, Mimura discloses the device as discussed above, but 
fails to teach or disclose that the foil is provided with a display screen and is affixed to 
the display screen. Lin et al. teaches a lighting device with a film that is affixed to a 
display screen (paragraph 0004). It would have been obvious to provide a display 
screen such as the LCD screen of Lin with device of Mimura. The examiner takes 
Official notice that the LCDs are old and well known in the art for their image displaying 
capabilities. One would have been motivated to make this combination to provide a 
means to display an image. KSR International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. -, 82 
USPQ2d 1385 (2007). 
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Claims 34 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mimura in view of Wesley US PAT 4458672. 

As for claims 34 and 36, Mimura discloses the device as discussed above, but 
fails to teach or disclose that the foil is provided with a solar system and is affixed to 
solar panels and or solar cells. Wesley teaches a solar system and an optical foil that is 
affixed to the solar panel (col 4, In 28+). It would have been obvious for one of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the solar system of Wesley with the lighting device of Mimura 
to provide a solar collector that can efficiently collect solar radiation (Wesley col 1 , In 
20+) with the device of Mimura. One would have been motivated to make this 
combination to give the device of Mimura more utility. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Nilsen et al. US PAT 6036322, Gappelberg US 2004/0174710, 
Lengyel US PAT 5579134, Jones US PAT 3829680, and Auerswald et al. US PAT 
5946135 disclose retroreflective structures with pyramidal shapes. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to EVAN DZIERZYNSKI whose telephone number is 
(571)272-2336. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 8:00 
am -4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sandy O'Shea can be reached on M-F (571)-272-2378. The fax phone 
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number for the organization wliere tliis application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated Information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Sandra L. O'Shea/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 
Unit 2875 

IE. DJ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2875 



